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The process of judicial decision-making is not well 
understood. This paper has tried to shed some light on that 
process by examining the impact of presentence report recom-
mendations upon the sentences handed down by the judges of a 
circuit court. Very little empirical work has been done on 
this problem, even though the presentence report recommenda-
tion is generally 'regarded by those in the judicial system 
as extremely important to the sentencing process. 
At the time during which the data for this report were 
being gathered, two agencies were the most freq~ently used 
2 
by the Multnomah county Circuit Court for presentence re-
ports; the Multnomah County Diagnostic Center (DC) and the 
Oregon State Department of Probation and Parole (DPP). One 
of the major differences between the two reporting formats 
was that the DC report contained a mental, emotional, and 
personality assessment as well as a sentencing recommendation 
while the DPP report did not. 
Four hypotheses are presented: (1) The DC and DPP 
samples are different along many dimensions; (2) The senten-
cing patterns of the DC and DPP samples are not significantly 
different if discret~ groups of similar DC and DPP cases are 
examined; (3) The degre~ of agreement between the DC recom-
mendations and the sentences i~posed by the court in discrete 
groups of DC cases decreases as the number of variables being 
controlled increases; (4) DC groups which exhibit a high de-
gree of agreement between the sentence handed down by the 
court and the sentencing recommendation are also the groups 
whose sentencing patterns are not significantly different 
from the sentencing patterns of similar DPP groups. It is 
proposed that the fourth hypothesis would be most noticeable 
as the number of controls is increased. 
The data for this study were taken from 269 DC presen-
tence reports written from mid-197l to January, 1973, and 289 
DPP reports written during the same period. The variables 
which were examined included age, sex, race, offense type, 
prior arrests, prior incarcerations, sentencing judge, and, 
in the cases of the DC reports, sentencing recommendation. 
The data strongly supported the first hypothesis. 
However a trend in the data would seem to indicate that the , . 
controls used were not adequate to prove or disprove the 
second, third, and fourth hypotheses. Various reasons for 
3 
these and other trends are discussed. For instance, it would 
appear that an individual in the DC sample was more than 
three times as likely to be incarcerated than a similar indi-
vidual in the DPP sample, regardless of which variables were 
controlled. It is not clear whether this was a function of 
the samples themselves or of the judges' preconceptions of 
individuals in those samples, or both. The extensive data 
manipulations employed also showed a.marked tendency on the 
part of the judges to agree with a recommendation for proba-
tion far more often than a recommendation for incarceration. 
The various implications of this finding are also discussed. 
In general, the results of this paper lend support to 
the view that the relationship between the presentence report 
sentencing recommendation and the sentence handed down by 
the court is a complex one. In more concrete terms, the 
recommendation probably does influence the sentencing process 
to a certain degree, but the recommending agency and the 
courts are also most likely using similar information to 
reach similar conclusions. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The presentence report, which came into existence more 
than 30 years ago, has become a important part of the 
judicial process. The primary objective of the report is to 
make information about the defendant avai~able to the judge 
at the time of senten~ing, if not before. Additionally, if 
the d.efendant is imprisoned, the report will aid the insti-
tution in their classification and treatment programs, as 
well as providing the parole board with information pertinent 
to its consideration of parole. Further,'the report is an 
invaluable aid to the probation supervisors and rehabilita-
tion specialists. And"of course, these reports serve as an 
extremely rich source of research data. 
In 1965, the federal government published The Presen-
tence Investigation Report, which gave a standard format and 
outline for the preparation of presentence reports which was 
to be adopted in" the federal courts. l The following outline 
is taken from that report and represents what a presentence 
report should contain: 
Offense 
Official version 
S.tatements bf codefendants 
Statements of witnesses, complainants, and 
victims 
lAl though this report will be conce'rned wi th the opera-
tion of a county circuit court, these guidelines still apply. 
Defendant's version of offense 
Prior record 
Family history 
Defendant 
Parents and siblings 
Mari tal history 
Home and neighborhood 
Education 
Religion 
Interests and ieisure-time activities 
Health 
Physical 
Mental and emotional 
Employment 
Military service 
Financial condition 
Assets 
Financial ob~igations 
Evaluative summary 
Recommendation (in Carter, 1966, p. 39) 
The report most commonly used by the Multnomah County 
Circuit Courts in Portland, Oregon, during the time period 
of interest was that which was prepared by the Oregon State 
Department o£.Probation and Parole (DPP). This report con-
tained most of the aforementioned information, excluding a 
mental and emotional assessment, evalua:tive summary, and 
recommendation. 2 This information was presented in outline 
form to the sentencing judge. 
In July, 1971, another agency, the Mul~nomah County 
Diagnostic Center (DC), began offering psychologically 
oriented services to individuals who had been convicted by 
Multnomah County Circuit Court and had been arrested on a 
2 
felony charge. These services included preparation of a pre-
sentence report, development of alternati:ve correctional 
2Since the writing of this report, the DPP has included 
a sentencing recommendation in its format. 
3 
programs, and additionaL work-ups where required. Various 
methods of personality assessment were used, among them the 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Minnesota Jl.1ul ti-phasic 
Personality Inventory, ~nd the Rorschach. In contrast to 
the DPP presentence rep~rt# the DC report contained all of 
the information which was listed as desirable ih The Presen-
tence Investigation Report, and presented it as a narrative 
and interpretive summary. 
Aside from these presentence reporting formats, there 
were also other sources of presentence information. For 
instance, the defendant's attorney may have been asked by the 
court to write an interp::etive summary of the important facts, 
as the attorney saw them. Occasionally, a psychologist or 
psychiatrist was hired to provide the court with an evalua-
tive report, if the court felt that this type 'of report would 
aid in sentencing. There were several more informal sources 
of presentence information which were used by the court to 
lesser degrees, but it should be noted that the information 
contained in reports other than those supplied-by the DPP or 
DC did not contain much of the information which was listed 
earlier as being essential to a presentence report. 
There were cases in which a judge m,ay have felt that 
a presentence report of any kind was not needed. But when 
a presentence report was ordered, the infprmation contained 
in it was seen by the judges as indispensable to the senten-
cing procedure. Yet how was this information used? Was 
the sentencing process really affected by'a sentencing 
recommendation? These are two of the questions which have 
been dealt with in this report. 
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LITERATURE 
The presentence report has been lauded as the "greatest 
hope for improvement of judicial sentencing" by the federal 
government (Task Force Report, 1967, p. 19), yet very little 
empirical evaluation of the information contained in these 
reports has been accomplished. Of special interest here is 
the relation between the recommendation and the sentence 
given by the court. Robison, Wilkins, Carter, and Wahl (1969) 
have shown in their four-year study of federal probation and 
parole in northern California that the recommendation for 
probation was followed by a sentence of probation 96 percent 
of the time. Likewise, a recommendation for incarceration 
was followed by a sentence of incarceration 86 percent of the 
time. These figures closely parallel data gathered in 1963 
by the State of California, Department of. Justice, which show 
that a recommendation for probation resulted in the granting 
of probation 97.6 percent of the time, and that a recommenda-
tion for incarceration was followed by a sent-ence of incar-
ceration 82.5 percent of the time (in Carter and Wilkins, 
1967) . In another study, Carter and Wilkins (1967) state 
that for the 10 judicial circuits in the United States in 
1964, a recommendation for probation was followed by a sentence 
of probation 94.1 percent of the time. The percent agreement 
drops to 80.3 percent when the recommendation was for incar-
6 
ceration. Finally, in an unpublished evaluation report of 
the operation of the Multnomah County Diagnostic Center, 
Davis (1973) states that about 93 percent of the cases recom-
mended for probation were granted probation, while about 71 
percent of those recommended for incarceration were sentenced 
to be imprisoned. 
The available data would suggest that the relationship 
between the recommendation and sentence is a strong one, but 
there has been little actual evaluation of the nature of 
this relationship. Carter and Wilkins (1967) give four fac-
tors which, either independently or simultaneously, may 
account for it: 
1. The court, having such high regard for the 
professional qualities and competence of 
its probation staff, "follows" the probation 
recommendation--a recommendation made by 
the person (probation officer) who best 
knows the defendant "by reason of the presen-
tence investigation; " 
2. There are many offenders who are "obviously" 
probation or prison cases; 
3. Probation officers write their reports and 
make recommendations anticipating the recom-
mendation the court desired to receive. 
(In this situation, the probation officer is 
quite accurately "second-guessi.ng" the court 
disposition); 
4. Probation officers in making their recom-
mendations place great emphasis on the same 
factors as does the court in selecting a 
sentencing alternative (p. 508). 
Carter and Wilkins state that from "observation and 
conversCltion" with various judges throughout the years, they 
believe that there does exist a great amount of regard for 
the probation staff on the part of the judges. However, 
they present no data to support this position. But they do 
present data to support their hypothesis that the probation 
officers and judges apply approximately equal significance 
to similar factors. Carter and Wilkins go on to state that 
there is no support in their data for their hypothesis that 
the probation officer is "second-guessing" the court, and 
. , 
they admit that there are no IIhard ll data to identify which 
cases are "obviously" probation or prison cases. 
Davis (1973) in his report states that: 
• • . a high degree of agreement may indicate: 
(1) that the court descisions were influenced 
by the Diagnostic Center recommendations or (2) 
that the court and the Diagnostic Center used 
the same, or nearly the same, information about 
the offender to make decisions (p. 20). 
Davis then goes on to state that "generally these data sug-
gest that the first alternative has greater support" (p. 20). 
The conclusions drawn by Carter and Wilkins and by 
Davis would appear to agree insofar as their choices for the 
most likely explanations regarding the recommendation-
sentencing relationship. While the data ,presented by Carter 
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and Wilkins tend to support the hYpothesis that the probation 
officer and the courts are using similar data to reach 
similar conclusions, Davis states that the court decisions 
were indeed influenced by the sentencing recommendation. It 
is this relationship between.the presentence report recom-
mendation and the courtf~ sentence with which the present 
report will be most concerned. 
DESIGN 
During the time the data for this report were being 
collected, the two most used presentence reporting agencies 
for the Multnomah County ~ircuit Court were the Oregon State 
Department of Probation and Parole (DPP) and the Multnomah 
County Diagnostic Center (DC). Cases were assigned to each 
differentially by the court, according to the needs of the 
defendant, as perceived by the court. The DC was designed 
for use with those defendants where a mental, emotional, or 
other personality factor was thought to be of special impor-
tance in the determination of the sentence. This is not to 
say that the DPP did not also handle such cases, but merely 
to bring to the reader's attention that cases were not ran-
domly assigned to either one of the two agencies. Other 
factors, such as staff limitations, also influenced case 
assignment. 
HYEotheses 
Even though it would appear that the cases were not 
randomly assigned to either the DC or the DPP, some measure 
of the differences between the two samples was seen as 
important. The first hypothesis to be tested then was: The 
patterns of inter-relationships of the various variables 
under consideration within each sample, as shown by comparing 
the cross-classified contingency tables and demographic 
characteristics of both samples with eachiother, are dif-
ferent. 
i 
The second hypothesi:::; has to do .wi th the sentencing 
patterns to be found in the two samples: ,!The sentencing 
patterns of discrete groups of DC and DPP cases, for which 
9 
as many variables common,to.both groups a~ possible have been 
controlled, are not significantly different. It should be 
noted that a sentencing.pattern is any do~inant relationship 
, ~ 
between the sentence handed down by the., court an,d ,the demo-
graphic characteristics of the group of defendants under con-
. .1 
sideration. For example,:~f it was found that a statisti-
cally significant proportion of 16- to 201year-olds were 
probated, when compared to all other age groups, this rela-
. ..'~ 
J" ~ 
tionship between age and sentence would constitute a senten-
cing pattern. Also by way of definition,:a group throughout 
,. 
this report is any sample of cases .for which the same 
, 
variable, or combinatioh qf variables, has been controlled. 
The third hypothesis to be tested is directly con-
~ ,: 
cerned with the relationship between th~ presentence report 
-
recommendation and the court's sentence: The degree of 
; 
agreement between the sentencing recommendation and the sen-
\ 
tence handed down by the court in discrett groups of DC cases 
for which the same variable, or combination of variables, 
has been controlled decreases as the ·number of variables 
~! 
being controlled increases. 
The fourth hypothesis is also concerned with the rela-
-_ .. - ._ .... _---------------------------
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tionship between the sentencing recommendation and the sen-
tence handed down by the court: DC groups which exhibit a 
high degree of agreement between the sentence handed down by 
the court and the sentencing recommendation are also the 
groups whose sentencing patterns are not significantly 
different from the sentencing patterns of DPP groups for 
which the same controls were exercised. This relationship is 
most prominent as the number of controls is increased. 
Collection of Data 
The data for the present study were taken from 269 DC 
presentence reports written from mid-197l to January, 1973, 
and 289 DPP presentence reports written during the same 
period. These numbers represent the total number of male 
cases for which reports from the DC or DPP had been completed 
and for whom sentencin9 had been hEtnded down by May, 1974, 
excluding cases involving crimes classified as.Bother" {i.e., 
escape, ex-convict in possession of a firearm, etc.}. More 
than 90 percent of the cases examined at the DC facility were 
referred there by four judges of the Multnomap County Circuit 
Court. These four judges I files were the source for the DPP 
reports. The DC reports were available at the DC facility. 
Although the data gathered from the DC facility were 
easily accessible and very complete, many problems arose when 
it came to gathering the data from the judges' files. Secur-
ing unlimited access to each judge's files posed no problem, 
as the judges were extremely cooperative. And even though 
11 
each judge's secretary had her own filing system, the secre-
taries were more than generous with their time. However, the 
data available in some of the judges' files were not com-
plete. For instance, if a defendant was "obviously" guilty 
and so was sentenced without a presentence report, one of the 
judges examined kept nothing but a crude and incomplete log 
which contained the defendant's name, offense, court dis-
position, and the date of sentencing. It must be stated that 
the other three judges' files were much better, but even here 
there were several cases where the data available from the 
files were not complete, in that one or more of the basic 
demographic variables with which this report has dealt were 
not recorded. 
Variables Analyzed 
As mentioned earlier, the DC and DPP reports contained 
a large amount of information about the defendant in ques-
tion. For the purposes of this report, however, all of this 
information has not been analyzed. Those factors which have 
been examined include age, sex, race, offense type, prior 
arrests, prior incarcerations, sentencing judge, and, in the 
cases of the DC reports, sentencing recommendation. The in-
formation chosen for analysis has the advantage of being 
more amenable to precise interpretation than some of the 
variables omitted, such as socio-economic status. 
In some cases, information was selectively filtered out 
because the addition of that information would have made 
interpretation difficult: For instance, if an individual 
,! 
had been involved with the courts more thAn once, only the 
" 
first involvement was used in this report; whi~le all others 
were ignored. Alsb r if an individual ~as;indicted for more 
'I 
than one crime, only the most serious crime was included in 
the data. 
II" 
All classification was done on the six variables 
designated earlier. Some of these variables were divided 
., 
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into quantifiable sub-groupings to aid in,; appropriate cl assi-:-
fication categories. The age distributio~ of the DC sample 
was divided into fiVe ranges, with each of these five ranges 
then serving as an age-clas~ification criterion: Prior 
arrest and prior incarceration variables were divided into 
arbi trary sub-groups by. the DC staff arid ,:seeming intui ti vely 
; 
appropriate, were retained for this study-~ __ A common crime 
., 
classification was used to break the offense type into four 
categories: crimes agairt~~ pers6ns, prop~rty offenses, drug 
" 
and narcotic offenses, and sex crimes. T~e following is a 
complete list of the variables of interest and their respec-
tive ranges: 
1. Defendant's prior arrests 
a. 0-1 
b. 2-5 
c. more than 5 
2. Defendant's _prior incarcerations 
a. 0 
b. 1 
c. 2-5 
d. more than 5 
3. Offense committed 
a. person (murder, homicide, assault, 
robbery, etc. ) 
b. property (burglary, larceny, fraud, etc. ) 
c. drug (sale and/or possession, 
frequenting a place;where narcotics 
are-kept, etc.); 
d. sex (rape, sodomy, sexual abuse, etc.) 
4. Age of defendant 
a. 16-20-
b.- 21-24-
c. 25-31 
d. over 31 
5. Sentencing judge 
a. judge 1 
b. judge 2 
c. judge 3 
d. judge 4 
e. other 
6. Race of defendant 
a. Negro 
b. Caucasian 
c. other 
7. Sentence 
8. 
a. incarceration 
b. probation 
Recommendation (DC report 
a. incarceration 
b. probation 
, 
o~ly) 
It should also be noted that we have examined the 
, 
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sentencing recommendation and the sentence handed down by·the 
courts according to a probation-incarceration dichotomy. 
That is, even though sentences and recomm~ndations have a 
wide, if not unlimitedjrange of alternatives available, in-
~ :; 
cluding all possible combinations of probation, incarceration, 
and observation, we have looked at-them being either pro-
bation or incarceration. 
Analysis of Data 
The nature of the data at all stages imposed many limi-
tations upon the type of statistical test which could be 
suitably applied._ As an "example, the var;l.ous types of penal-
ties, even though generalized for our purposes into either 
14 
incarceration or probation, are incommensurate in terms of 
some common unit of measurement. Although we can say that 
incarceration is more severe than probation, it would be 
impossible to state objectively some length of probation 
which would be equivalent in punitive power, deterrent effect 
or rehabilitative value with a given period of incarceration. 
These points apply to the sentencing recommendations as well. 
It was decided, therefore, to employ statistical tech-
niques whose models entail the least stringent assumptions 
concerning the data to be analyzed. 2 The Chi-square (X ) test 
for independence (with Yate's correction used where appropri-
ate) is one such measure. Pearson I s Phi-coefficient ( .) 
has also been used to advantage since it gives a good measure 
of the strength of an association. As a measure of agree-
ment, which is necessary to test the third and fourth hypoth-
eses, Scott's index of inter-coder agreement ( ) was used. 
All underlying assumptions. concerning these models are easily 
met. 
In order to use these tests to the best advantage, an 
IBM 1130 computer was employed. This was especially impor-
tant during the testing of the second and third hypotheses. 
Here, the computer was used to break the DC and OPP samples 
into discrete groups of appropriate size by controlling for 
all possible combinations of the variables involved. To do 
this. each variable was taken as a control across each 
sample; then every possible pairing of variables was used as 
IS 
a control, followed by every possible triad, quartet, quin-
tet, and, finally; groups for which all six variables had 
been controlled. This involved a very large number of pos-
sible groupings. Since there were two variables with three 
levels each and four variables with four levels each in the 
DPP sample, there were 2304 possible groupings in this one 
instance if all six variables were controlled for. This 
number increased dramatically under the various other control 
conditions, which_explai~s why a computer was used during 
this stage of the analysis~ It should be noted, however, 
that many of the groupings did not contain enough members 
(NM2S) to perform valid 'or reliable statistical analysis. 
RESULTS 
The data in Table I show that the DC and DPP samples 
were indeed composed of different types of offenders. In 
general, the DC sample consisted of individuals who had a 
greater number of prior arrests and prior incarcerations and 
had committed more sex-related crimes as well as more crimes 
against persons. In contrast, the DPP sample was composed 
of individuals with fewer prior arrests and prior incarcera-
tions and more property arid drug-related offenses. 
When the variables of interest in the DC and DPP sam-
ples were examined in cross-classified contingency tables 
(Tables II and III), there were also differences noted. For 
the DC sample, sentencing was significantly related to the 
race of the defendant (p <.05), but not significantly related 
to any of the other variables which were examined. In the 
DPP sample, sentencing judge was significantly related to the 
defendant's prior arrests (p<.02S), defendant's prior incar-
cerations (p<.OOS), crime committed (p < .02S-), and sentence 
given (p<. 05), but not significantly related to the age or 
the race of the defendant. Also, in the DPP sample, the race 
of the defendant was significantly related only to the defend-
ant's prior arrests (p<.OOS), while in the DC sample, the 
defendant's race was significantly related not only to the 
defendant's prior arrests (p<.OOS) but also to the defend-
ant's number of prior incarcerations (p<.02S), the offense 
TABLE I 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY DIAGNOSTIC CENTER 
(DC) AND THE OREGON STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION 
AND PAROLE (DPP) 
SAMPLES 
DC 
N % 
0-1 98 36.4 
PRIOR ARRESTS 2-5 93 34.6 
MORE THAN 5 78 29.0 
0 107 39.8 
PRIOR 1 56 20.8 
INCARCERATIONS 2-5 81 30.1 
MORE THAN 5 25 9.3 
PERSON 103 38.3 
PROPERTY 88 32.7 
OFFENSE DRUG 49 18.2 
SEX 29 10.8 
16-20 70 26.0 
21-24 63 23.4 
AGE 25-31 70 26.0 
OVER 31 66 24.5 
1 42 15.6 
2 61 22.7 
JUDGE 3 53 19.7 
4 88 32.7 
OTHERS 25 9.3 
CAUCASIAN 190 70.6 
RACE NEGRO 69 25.7 
OTHER 10 3.7 
SENTENCE INCARCERATIO~ 82 30.5 PROBATION 187 69.5 
RECOMMENDATION INCARCERATION 98 36.4 PROBATION 171 63.6 
TOTAL 269 100 
17 
DPP 
N % 
159 55.0 
79 27.3 
51 17.6 
159 55.0 
71 24.6 
45 15.6 
14 4.8 
25 8.7 
148 51.2 
113 39.1 
3 1.0 
91 31.5 
93 32.2 
58 20.1 
47 16.3 
54 18.7 
62 21.5 
82 28.4 
91 31.5 
0 0.0 
214 74.0 
68 23.5 
7 2.4 
28 9.7 
261 90.3 
---
----
--- ----
289 100 
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committed (p<.Ol), and the sentencing judge (p(.OS). 
The sentence handed down by the court in the DC sample 
was not significantly related to the offender's age or the 
sentencing judge. However, in the DPP sample, the sentence 
was significantly related to both the offender's age (p<.OOS) 
and the sentencing judge(p <. OS), among other variables. 
In the DC sample, the sentencing recommendation was 
significantly related to the defendant's prior arrests 
(p<.005), defendant's prior incarcerations (p<.OOS), de-
fendant's age (p<.OS), and the sentence handed down by the 
court (p < . OOS). The recommendation was not significantly 
related to the crime committed, the sentencing judge, or the 
race of the defendant. By comparison, the sentence handed 
down by the court in the DC sample was significantly related 
to the defendant's prior arrests (p<.005), defendant's prior 
incarcerations (p<.005), and the crime committed (p<.05) 
and was not significantly related to the defendant's age or 
race or to the sentencing judge. 
Using every variable and combination of variables as 
controls and eliminating groups with less than 25 members, 
there remained only 90 DC groups and 120 DPP groups upon 
which statistical analyses were performed to test the second, 
third, and fourth hypotheses. Of these groups, only 62 were 
"common" groups; groups for which the control variables were 
identical in both the DC and DPP samples. 
The testing of the second hypothesis involved compari-
sons of sentencing patterns for these "common" DC and DPP 
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groups. In the 11 pairings of DC and DPP "common" groups 
for which the same three variables had been controlled (see 
Appendix A), there was only one case for which there was a 
significant difference between the sentencing in the DC and 
the DPP samples (property offenses committed by whites and 
sentenced by judge 4, p<.025). In the 10 other pairings of 
DC nad DPP "common" groups, the differences in sentencing 
between the DC and DPP were not significant. For the 33 
pairings of DC and DPP "common" groups in which two variables 
had been controlled (see Appendix B), 15 showed significant 
differences in sentencing between the DC and DPP, while the 
remaining i8 did not. F'inally I of the 18 pairings of DC and 
DPP IIcommon" groups in which only one variable had been con-
trolled (see Appendix C>, only two showed' non-significant 
differences in sentencing between the DC and DPP (cases pf 
defendants over 31 years of age and cases sentenced by judge 
2), while the remaining 16 showed generally very significant 
differences. It should be added that the overall percentage 
of incarcerations in the DC sample was approximately three 
times that of the DPP sample. This ratio stayed fairly con-
stant throughout all levels of control, a finding which will 
be discussed in greater detail later in this report. 
In the third stage of analysis, Scott's Pi was computed 
for the 90 DC groups to assess the degree of agreement be-
tween the sentencing recommendation and the sentence handed 
down by the court within discrete groups (see Appendices D, 
E# and F). However, regardless of which variables were con-
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trolled in the DC groups, the value of Scott's Pi remained 
fairly constant, with an average value of 0.73. It should 
be noted also that, for the DC group as a whole, the recom-
mendation for probation was followed by a sentence of pro-
bation 92.4 percent of the time, while a recommendation for 
incarceration was followed by a sentence of incarceration 
70.4 percent of the tim&. These percentages remained rela-
tively constant across all groups, regardless of which vari-
able or combination of variables was controlled. 
As mentioned earlier, there were 90 DC groups and 120 
DPP groups upon which statistical analyses were performed to 
test the hypotheses unde'r consideration in this paper. Of 
these 90 DC groups and 120 DPP groups, 62 DC and 62 DPP 
groups were "common" groups; groups for which the same vari-
able or combination of variables had been used as controls. 
These 62 DC and 62 DPP "common" groups were paired in Chi-
square tests during the testing of the second hypothesis. 
Sixty-two of the 90 DC groups for which a Pi value had been 
calculated in testing the third hypothesis were also members 
of the "common" pairings. To test the fourth hypothesis, the 
Chi-square value of a particular DC-DPP pairing was compared 
to the Pi value for the DC group in that pairing. It was 
proposed that a high Pi value would be coupled with a non-
significant Chi-square value more frequently as the number of 
controls increased. Since the average Pi value was found to 
be 0.73, any value above this was considered to be high. 
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In the 11 groups for which three variables had been 
controlled, eight had high Pi values coupled with non-signi-
ficant X2 • In the 33 groups for which two variables had been" 
controlled, eight had a high Pi/non-significant X2 pairing, 
while six had a high Pi/significant X2 pairing. In the 18 
groups for which only one variable had been controlled, only 
one showed a high Pi/non-significant X2 combination, while 
seven exhibited a ~igh Pi/significant x2 pairing. 
DISCUSSION 
As suspected, there was ample support for the first 
hypothesis, which stated that the DC and DPP samples would 
be different along many dimensions. Indeed, the offender 
population in each sample was markedly different. The DC 
sample was composed of individuals with a greater number of 
prior arrests and prior incarcerations who had committed more 
crimes against persons as well as more sex crimes. Within 
the DPP sample, the offender was more likely to have fewer 
prior arrests and prior 'incarcerations and to have committed 
more property and drug-related crimes. Overall, 30.5 percent 
of the DC sample was incarcerated, while only 9.7 percent 
of the DPP sample was incarcerated. 
Examination of the completed cross-classified contin-
gency tables for the DC and DPP samples lent further support 
to the first hypothesis. Within the DC sample, the senten-
cing judge was not significantly related to the sentence 
given, while in the DPP sample, the sentencing judge was sig-
nificantly related to the sentence given. Since only four 
judges were used in this study, it can only be said that for 
these four judges there would appear 'to be an appreciable 
amount of sentencing disparity in the DPP sample--a disparity 
which does not exist in the DC sample. The question as to 
whether this was a function of the different samples them-
selves or of the type of presentence reports given to the 
judges remains unanswered. 
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It was also noticed that within the DC sample the 
variables which were significantly related to the recommenda-
tion were not the same as those which were related to the 
sentence given. Both were significantly related to the de-
fendant's prior arrests and prior incarcerations, and neither 
was significantly related to the sentencing judge or to the 
race of the defendant. However, the recommendation was sig-
nificantly related to the age of the defendant, while the 
sentence was not; and the sentence was significantly related 
to the crime committed, while the recommendation was not. 
This could imply that the people who made the recommendations 
and the judges who imposed the sentences were using different 
variables upon which to base their decisions. However, this 
conclusion would have to be based on a difference which 
appears in only two conditions: when the age of the defend-
ant is examined and when the crime committed is examined. 
Unfortunately, these two variables, age and crime committed, 
are themselves significantly related within the DC sample 
(p<.005). This example illustrates the extreme intermeshing 
of the variables with which this report has dealt, and serves 
to further exemplify the necessity of controlling for the 
variables of interest. 
It should also be mentioned that the strength of the 
relationships of the various variables with each other, while 
in many cases reaching Chi-square significance, were, accord-
ing to the Phi coefficient, quite low. In fact, the strong-
est relationship, that between the sentence and the recom-
mendation in the DC sample, gave a Phi coefficient of only 
0.65. Further, the average Phi value for the DC sample was 
only 0.22, and the average Phi value for the DPP sample was 
only 0.21. So even though the variables of interest were 
significantly related to one another in many cases, the 
ability to predict one variable given any other variable is 
all but absent. 
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The second hypothesis was concerned with the sentencing 
patterns of the DC and DPP samples. It was thought that if 
as many variables as possible were controlled for, the dif-
ferences in sentencing between the two samples would dis-
appear. If we look at only the x2 values, this hypothesis 
would appear to have support, for as more variables are con-
trolled for, the differences in sentencing between discrete 
DC and DPP group pairings do become non-significant. As an 
example of this, Caucasian individuals in the DC sample were 
sentenced to incarceration considerably more often and to 
probation considerably less often than was predicted by 
chance. Conversely, in the DPP sample, Caucasian individuals 
were sentenced to incarceration far less often and to proba-
tion far more often than was predicted by chance. .These 
differences gave rise to a very significant x 2 value (p<.OOS). 
Caucasian individuals 16 to 20 years of age in the DC sample 
exhibited the same sentencing trends as the DC Caucasian 
group just described, but to a lesser degree. Likewise, Cau-
casian individuals 16 to,zO years of age in the,DPP sample 
exhibited the same sentencing pattern, al~hough less pro-
nounced, as the DPP Caucasian group described earlier. In 
both cases" however, the X2 value was much less significant 
(p < .05). Finally, sentencing o.f DC and DPP cases for Cau-
casians who were 16 to. 20 years ef age and had committed a 
property offense was nO,t significantly different in the two 
" 
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samples. Thus, when three variables had" h,een controlled for, 
the differences in sentencing between the~DC and DPP samples 
noticed when only one variable had been controlled fer, dis-
appeared in virtually all discrete greups,examined. Hewever, 
when the individual contingency tables we~e compared, it was 
noticed that the preportion ef defendants;who were incarcer-
ated in the varieus DC g:reups remained at" about three times 
that ef the DPP greups, ,regardless ef which variables er 
ceml:>ination ef variables. were being contr~lled.' 
As an example ef the censtancy of this ratio, 27'.4 
percent of the Caucasian defendants in th~ DC, sample were 
sentenced to incarceratien, while only 8~4 perc~nt of the 
Caucasian defendants in the DPP sample were sentenced to. 
incarceration. Thus the chances of a Caucasian individual 
being sentenced to incarceration were 3.3 ,times as great in 
,; ~ 
the DC sample. Obviously, there were many other variables 
involved than just race. In fact, as shown earlier, the DC 
sample tended to get individuals who had 90mmitted mere 
crimes against persons" includin9 sex crimes, while the DPP 
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was composed of individuals who had committed more property 
and drug-related crimes. This difference in sample com-
position could have accounted for the markedly different 
incarceration percentages. However, if we look at Caucasian 
individuals who had committed property offenses, we see that 
22.5 percent of these people were incarcerated in the DC 
sample, while only 6.5 percent were incarcerated in the DPP 
sample. Again, the chances of a Caucasian who had committed 
a property Offense of being sentenced to incarceration were 
3.5 times as great in the DC sample. Further, if we examine 
Caucasians who had no prior incarcerations on their records 
and who had committed a property offense, those in the DC 
sample were 3.0 times as ,likely to be incarcerated as like 
individuals in the DPP sample. 
Because of DC and DPP sample limitations, the greatest 
control breakdown was that which employed three variables. 
As a result, we can only speculate on how this ratio would 
have been affected if more than three variables could have 
been used as controls. But the fact remains that across all 
control conditions which were analyzed, the sentencing ratio 
remained extremely constant, with DC individuals receiving, 
on the average, 3.1 times as many incarcerations as indivi-
duals in the DPP sample. 
One of the implic'ations of the constancy of this ratio 
is that the variables chosen as controls did not perform that 
function to a very high degree. To that extent,' the hypoth-
esized difference in sentencing patterns within discrete 
groups of DC and DPP cases was not supported. As for the 
sentencing ratio itself, there are a few points which need 
to be made. 
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For some reason, the judges involved in this study 
sentenced individuals in the DC sample to significantly more 
jail sentences than individuals in the DPP sample. There 
are several possible explanations for this trend, but no 
doubt the most parsimonious is that the DC sample was com-
posed of individuals who required, in the judges' minds, more 
sentences of incarceration. It should be recalled that one 
of the expressed purposes of the DC was to provide psycho-
logically oriented presentence reports for those individuals 
whom the judges believed would benefit from such an evalua-
tion. Perhaps, the~ the judges sent cases to the DC when 
they believed them to be especially difficult; not as regards 
the type of crime committed but as regards the person who 
committed the crime. Following this line of reasoning, 
judges would refer cases to the DC if they believed that some 
underlying factor should be considered in sentencing; a 
factor probably psychological in nature and definitely some-
thing other than the demographic variables which have been 
dealt with in this paper. The extreme constancy of the ratio 
of incarcerations for the DC and DPP samples then implies one 
or both of the following: (I) The judges exhibited an ability 
to accurately assess in most cases those defendants who would 
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benefit from psychological evaluations; (2) Once the judge 
had determined in his own mind that an individual's problems 
were serious enough to warrant a psychological evaluation, he 
retained that preconception up to and through the time of 
sentencing. The first of the two implications would of 
course be a very positive statement as concerns the judges' 
activities on the bench. The second is not so positive. 
The third hypothesis under consideration in this report 
has to do with the actual effect of the sentencing recommen-
dation upon the sentence handed down by the court. It was 
thought that by controlling for as many variables as possible 
within the DC sample, an examination of these groups would 
show that the sentence was not significantly influenced by 
the recommendation. This would have led to the conclusion 
that, instead, the Diagnostic Center and the courts were 
using similar information to reach similar decisions. How-
ever, no matter which variable, or combination of variables, 
was controlled, the statistic which was computed to show the 
degree of agreement between the recommendation and the sen-
tence remained fairly constant. 
Even though the third hypothesis was not borne out, it 
should be noted that when probation was recommended it was 
almost always followed by a sentence of probation (92.4 per-
cent of the time). A recommendation for incarceration, how-
ever, was followed with a sentence of incarceration less than 
three times out of four (70.4 percent). The reasons for this 
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are not clear and at this point are only open to speculation. 
It would seem that if the judges' decisions had indeed been 
influenced by the DC recommendations, that influence would 
have been equally distribut-ed between both sentencing alter-
natives. Thus the percent agreement between the recommenda-
tion and the sentence would have been approximately equal, 
whether the recommendation had been for incarceration or 
probation. But this was not the case. Further, since pro-
bation allows the sentenced individual to return to the 
mainstream of society (although not without some controls), 
a certain amount of risk is involved. It might be reasonable 
to assume, then, that since the judges bore the full weight 
of the sentencing responsibility, they would have been more 
likely to agree with a recommendation for incarceration than 
a recommendation for probation. Again, this was not the 
case. 
One might propose that, sLnce. the DC was also estab-
lished to develop sentencing alternatives (such as probation 
situations involving employment, education, treatment, etc.) 
for the individual offender, the judges may have overwhelm-
ingly accept~d and agreed with such alternatives. This could 
account for the high percentage of agreement between the DC 
recommendation for probation and the sentence of probation. 
But as stated earlier in this paper, several previous studies 
have shown similarly high levels of agreement with recommen-
dations for probation and much lower levels of agreement with 
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recommendations for incarceration. 
Perhaps, then, there is a combination of factors at 
work here. One factor which must be considered is the grow-
ing trend toward alternative probation sentences in general. 
If a judge is already predisposed toward an increased pro-
portion of probation sentences, then agreement with probation 
recommendations might very easily be inflated. Also, it may 
be that judges agree with the general consensus that impris-
onment in most cases serves little or no rehabilitative 
function. Various interpersonal and subjective factors might 
also play a much greater role than at first suspected. 
It may be assumed that the evaluation techniques em-
ployed at the Diagnostic Center allowed the person making the 
recommendation to form a relatively objective opinion, or at 
least an opinion slipported by some type of data, as regards 
the sentencing of the individual under consideration. Al-
though not denying the existence of subjective types of in-
formation in these iecommendations, there was perhaps less 
room for subjective input here than on the bench, where the 
judge more or less relied on a weli-written and concise 
report and any tlgut-Iev~ltl feelings he may have had at the 
moment. It could be assumed that such feelings as compassion 
and empathy, for instance, might make a sentence of incar-
ceration somewhat less likely, resulting in a lower level of 
agreement with incarceration recommendations. But regardless 
of these conjectures, the degree of agreement was high 
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between the DC recommendations and the sentences, with the 
strength of that agreement being a function of whether it was 
a recommendation for incarceration or probation. 
The testing of th~ fourth hypothesis was intended to 
show that the DC cases where the recommendation was in high 
agreement with the sentence were also the cases whose senten-
cing patterns were not significantly different from similar 
DPP cases. As with the other hypotheses tested, it was pro-
posed that, as more variables were controlled for, this re-
lationship would become more pronounced. Indeed, this was 
the case. The significance of this hypothesis lies in the 
fact that, even though the recommendation and the sentence 
were in high agreement for certain individuals in the DC sam-
pIe, the same type of sentence was given to similar indivi-
duals from the DPP sample; individuals for whom no sentencing 
recommendation was made. So perhaps. the high degree of 
agreement between the recommendation and the sentence in the 
DC sample was not due to the influence of the DC recommenda-
tions upon the courts' decisions. Instead, the courts and 
-
the DC may have been using similar -types of information to 
reach similar conclusions. The major flaw in this line of 
reasoning is the problem mentioned earlier of the inadequacy 
of the controls which were applied. So even though control-
ling the variables in testing the fourth hypothesis had a 
noticeable effect upon data manipulations, interpretation is 
difficult because the controls were not complete. 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Four hypotheses were presented: (1) The DC and DPP 
samples are different along many dimensions; (2) The senten-
cing patterns of the DC and DPP samples are not significant-
ly different if discrete groups of similar DC and DPP cases 
are examined; (3) The degree of agreement between the DC 
recommendations and the sentences imposed by the court in 
discrete groups of DC cases decreases as the number of vari-
ables being controlled increases; (4) DC groups which exhibit 
a high degree of agreement between the sentenc,e handed down 
by the court and the sentencing recommendation are also the 
groups whose s~ntencing patterns are not significantly 
different from the sentencing patterns of similar DPP groups. 
It was proposed that the fourth hypothesis would be most 
noticeable as the number of controls was increased. 
The data strongly supported the first hypothesis. 
However, a trend in the data would seem to indicate that the 
controls used were not adequate to prove or disprove the 
second, third, and fourth hypotheses. Various reasons for 
these and other trends were discussed. For instance, it 
would appear that an individual in the DC sample was more 
than three times as likely to be incarcerated than a similar 
individual in the DPP sample, regardless of which variables 
were controlled. It not clear whether this was a function 
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of the samples themselves or of the judges' preconceptions 
of individuals in those samples, or both. The extensive data 
manipulations employed also showed a marked tendency on the 
part of the judges to agree with a recommendation for proba-
tion far more often than a recommendation for incarceration. 
The various implications of this finding were also discussed. 
In general, the results of this paper lend support to 
the view that the relationship between the presentence report 
sentencing recommendation and, the sentence handed down by the 
court is a complex one. In more concrete terms, the recom-
mendation probably does influence the sentencing process to a 
certain degree, but the recommending agency and the courts 
are also most likely using similar information to reach 
similar conclusions. 
Future research could very profitably explore all 
possible facets of this relationship. More attention could 
also be given to the control of variables in addition to the 
ones employed in this paper. The effect of a recommendation 
upon a sentence as a function of whether the recommendation 
was for incarceration or probation "also holdi many interest-
ing possibilities. In short. there is much to be done if we 
are to better understand the judicial sentencing process; for 
only by understanding the process may we improve upon it. 
- -----~~---
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF SENTENCING FOR 
DISCRETE GROUPS OF DC VERSUS DPP 
CASES FOR WHICH THE SAME 
COMBINATION OF THREE 
VARIABLES WERE 
CONTROLLED 
CONTROLLING TRIADS X2 TOTAL PERCENT 
N INCARCERATED 
0-1 prior arrests; no DC DPP 
prior incarcerations; 
age 16-20 0.38 78 10.3 4.1 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 3.48 167 11.1 2.9 
0-1 prior arrests; 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 1.28 97 13.3 4.5 
no prior incarcerations; 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 1.35 84 15.4 5.2 
0-1 prior arrests; judge 
4' I Caucasian 1.10 65 16.0 5.0 
no prior incarcerations; 
judge 4-I Caucasian 1.48 63 18.5 5.6 
0-1 prior incarcerations; 
age 16-20; Caucasian 2.72 84 16.7 3.7 
no prior incarcerations; 
age 21-24; Caucasian 0.13 66 10.7 5.3 
property offenses; age 
16-20; Caucasian. 0.47 71 14.8 6.8 
property offenses; judge -
* 4-I Caucasian 5.23 69 24.2 2.8 
0-1 prior arrests; judge 
l' I Caucasian 3.00 46 18 2 0.0 
* p< .05 
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APPENDIX B 
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF SENTENCING FOR 
DISCRETE GROUPS OF DC VERSUS DPP 
CASES FOR WHICH THE SAME 
COMBINATION OF TWO 
VARIABLES WERE 
CONTROLLED 
CONTROLLING DIADS X2 TOTAL PERCENT 
N INCARCERATED 
DC DPP 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
* prior incarcerations 4.37 202 13.0 4.0 
2-5 prior arrests; no 
Erior incarcerations 1.90 54 24.0 6.9 
2-5 prior arrests; 1 
* prior incarceration 5.31 61 34.4 6.9 
0-1 prior arrests; 
property offenses 0.20 121 11.4 7.0 
2-5 prior arrests; 
property offenses 0".03 61 16.0 11.1 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; property 
* offenses 4.67 54 46.4 15.4 
no prior incarcerations; 
property offenses 0.22 108 14.3 8.8 
0-1 prior arrests; 
age 16-20 2.29 113 16.3 5.7 
0-1 prior arrests; 
age 21-24 0.00 76 10.7 8.3 
2-5 prior arrests; 
* age 21-24 4.58 60 29.2 5.6 
no prior incarcerations; 
a~e 16-20 0.00 94 8.8 6.7 
no prior incarcerations; 
age 21-24 0.29 84 11.8 6.0 
property offenses; 
age 16-20 0.01 96 14.3 11.5 
no prior incarcerations; 
judge 4 2.60 82 20.6 6.3 
property offenses; judge 
* 4 5.29 89 25.6 6.0 
2-5 prior arrests; 
* judqe 4 4.52 62 35.5 9.7 
0-1 prior arrests; 
judge 4 1.93 78 16.1 4.3 
age 16-20· judqe 4 0.02 61 13.8 9.4 
2-5 prior arrests; 
** Caucasian 11.26 116 29.0 3.7 
more than 5 prior 
arrests· Caucasla n 0.70 78 46.9 34.5 
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APPENDIX B (CONTID) 
CONTROLLING DIADS 
no prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 
1 prior incarceration; 
Caucasian 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 
drug offenses; 
Caucasian 
age 16-20; Caucasian 
aqe 25-31' Caucasian 
age 21-24: Caucasian 
aqe over 31' Caucasian 
judge l' Caucasian 
judqe 2' Caucasian 
judqe 3 . Caucasian 
judqe 4' Caucasian 
* p < .05 
** p<.Ol 
X2 TOTAL 
N 
* 5.20 207 
** 7.47 92 
3.79 83 
** 8.48 179 
2.71 119 
4.92* 112 
14.42** 97 
6.74** 120 
0.06 75 
4.42* 70 
0.59 86 
3.49 104 
13.33** 130 
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PERCENT 
INCARCERATED 
DC DPP 
14.0 4.1 
31.6 7.4 
35.8 13.3 
22.5 6.5 
19.4 6.8 
19.6 4.5 
30.8 0.0 
25.5 6.8 
33.3 33.3 
20.7 2.4 
27.9 18.6 
25.6 9.8 
29.5 4.3 
APPENDIX C 
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF SENTENCING FOR 
DISCRETE GROUPS OF DC VERSUS DPP 
CASES FOR WHICH THE SAME 
SINGLE VARIABLE WAS 
CONTROLLED 
CONTROL VARIABLE X2 TOTAL PERCENT 
0-1 prior arrests 
2-5 prior arrests 
more than 5 prior 
arrests 
no prior incarcerations 
1 Erior incarceration 
2-5 prior incarcerations 
property offenses 
drug offenses 
age 16-20 
age 21-24 
age 25-31 
age over 31 
judge 1 
judge 2 
judge 3 
judge 4 
Caucasian 
Negro 
* p <.05 
** p<.Ol 
14.08 
5.58 
6.47 
9.97 
6.85 
7.96 
11.25 
4.25 
9.48 
20.59 
1.19 
9.17 
0.84 
4.52 
20.66 
23.94 
6.36 
N INCARCERATED 
* 
DC DPP 
257 15.3 5.7 
** 172 28.6 6.3 
* 129 50.0 27.5 
* 266 15.9 5.7 
** 127 32.1 8.5 
** 126 37.0 13.3 
** 236 23.9 9.5 
** 162 26.5 6.2 
* 161 20.0 7.7 
** 156 27.0 7.5 
** 128 35.7 1.7 
113 39.4 27.7 
** 96 23.8 1.9 
123 26.2 17.7 
* 135 28.3 12.2 
** 179 35.2 6.6 
** 404 27.4 8.4 
* 137 34.8 14.7 
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APPENDIX D 
SCOTT'S PI TESTS AND PERCENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE RECOMMENDATION AND THE SENTENCE FOR 
DISCRETE GROUPS OF DC CASES FOR 
WHICH THE SAME COMBINATION 
OF THREE VARIABLES WAS 
CONTROLLED 
PERCENT RE- PERCENT 
COMMENDED FOR RECOMMENDED 
CONTROLLING TRIAD PI INCARCERATION FOR PROBA-
AND THEN IN- TION , THEN 
CARCERATED PROBATED 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations; 
age 16-20 1.00 100.0 100.0 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 0.78 66.7 98.1 
0-1 prior arrests; 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 0.88 80.0 100.0 
no prior incarcerations; 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 0.77 75.0 95.5 
0-1 prior arrests; judge 
4' Caucasian 0.77 75.0 95.2 
no prior incarcerations; 
judqe 4' Caucasian 0.80 80.0 95.5 
0-1 prior arrests; age 
16-20' Caucasian 0.88 100.0 96.2 
no prior incarcerations; 
age 21-24' Caucasian 0.53 25.0 91.7 
property offenses; age 
16-2O i Caucasian 1.00 100.0 100.0 
property offenses; 
judge 4; Caucasian 0.71 66.7 91.7 
0-1 prior arrest; 
judge I; Caucasian 0.53 18.2 100.0 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations; 
Eerson offense 0.74 80.0 91.7 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; 2-5 prior 
incarcerations; 
Caucasian 0.58 57.1 78.6 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
property offense; 
Caucasian 0.68 60.0 93.3 
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APPENDIX E 
SCOTT'S PI TESTS AND PERCENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE RECOMMENDATION AND THE SENTENCE FOR 
DISCRETE GROUPS OF DC CASES FOR 
WHICH THE SAME COMBINATION 
OF TWO VARIABLES WAS 
CONTROLLED 
PERCENT RE- PERCENT 
COMMENDED FOR RECOMMENDED 
CONTROLLING DIADS PI INCARCERATION FOR PROBA-
AND THEN IN- TION, THEN 
CARCERATED PROBATED 
0-1 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations 0.78 72.7 97.0 
2-5 prior arrests; no 
prior incarcerations 0.69 66.7 89.5 
2-5 prior arrests; 
1 prior incarceration 0.62 56.3 88.2 
0-1 prior arrests; 
property offenses 0.87 80.0 100.0 
2-5 prior arrests; 
property offenses 0.62 42.9 94.4 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; property 
offenses 0.69 73.3 84.6 
no prior incarcerations; 
property offenses 0.77 75.0 95.8 
0-1 prior arrests; 
age 16-20 0.92 100.0 97.3 
0-1 prior arrests; 
age 21-24 0.53 25.0 91.7 
2-5 prior arrests; 
aqe 21-24 0.71 71.4 88.9 
no prior incarcerations; 
age 16-20 0.86 75.0 - 100.0 
no prior incarcerations; 
age 21-24 0.60 40.0 93.1 
property offenses; 
aqe 16-20 0.90 83.3 100.0 
0-1 prior arrests; 
iudge 4 0.72 75.0 92.6 
2-5 prior arrests; 
judqe 4 0.73 80.0 85.7 
property offense; 
judqe 4 0.68 63.6 89.3 
no prior incarcerations; 
judge 4 0.78 83.3 92.6 
age 16-20; judqe 4 0.88 80.0 100.0 
2-5 prior arrests; 
Caucasian 0.69 62.5 92.3 
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APPENDIX E (CONT'D) 
PERCENT RE- PERCENT 
COMMENDED FOR RECOMMENDED 
CONTROLLING DIADS PI INCARCERATION FOR PROBA-
AND THEN IN- TION , THEN 
CARCERATED PROBATED 
more than 5 prior 
arrests' Caucasian 0.66 69.0 85.0 
no prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 0.73 64.3 95.8 
1 prior incarceration; 
Caucasian 0.66 58.8 90.9 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
Caucasian 0.67 65.2 86.7 
property offenses; 
Caucasian 0.73 63.6 95.9 
drug offenses; 
Caucasian 0.63 50.0 91.7 
age 16-20; Caucasian 0.76 66.7 97.1 
aqe 21-24' Caucasian 0.66 61.5 88.6 
age 25-31' Caucasian 0.71 68.4 90.9 
over aqe 31- Caucasian 0.72 66.7 95.8 judqe 1- Caucasian 0.59 41.7 94.1 
jUdge 2' I Caucasian 0.81 83.3 93.8 judge 3- Caucasian 0.64 52.9 92.3 
judge 4- Caucasian 0.76 75.0 92.7 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
2-5 prior arrests 0.84 83.3 95_8 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; 2-5 prior 
incarcerations 0.63 63.6 83.3 
0-1 prior arrests; 
Eerson offenses 0.75 85.7 88.5 
2-5 prior arrests; 
Eerson offenses 0.76 77.8 90.5 
more than 5 prior -
arrests; person 
offenses 0.63 71. 4 80.0 
no prior incarcerations; 
person offenses 0.76 75.0 93.3 
2-5 prior incarceratio"ns; 
person offenses 0.67 76.2 77.8 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
property offenses 0.70 60.0 94.7 
2-5 prior arrests; 
druq offenses 0.73 75.0 88.9 
more than 5 prior 
arrests' aqe 21-24 0.67 72.2 83.3 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; over age 31 0.66 65.0 92.3 
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APPENDIX E (CONT'D) 
PERCENT RE- PERCENT 
COMMENDED FOR RECOMMENDED 
CONTROLLING DIADS PI INCARCERATION FOR PROBA-
AND THEN IN- TION, THEN 
CARCERATED PROBATED 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
age 25-31 0.71 71.4 88.9 
person offenses; 
age 25-31 0.66 68.8 82.4 
more than 5 prior 
arrests' judge 4 0.66 76.5 77.8 
person offenses; 
judge 4 0.75 84.6 83.3 
2-5 prior incarcerations; 
judge 4 0.71 72.7 86.7 
more than 5 prior 
arrests; Negro 0.71 73.7 100.0 
person offenses; 
Caucasian 0.71 71.4 88.2 
person offenses; 
Negro 0.78 81.3 90.0 
sex offenses; 
Caucasian 0.76 71.4 94.7 
more than 5 prior arrests; 
more than 5 prior in-
carcerations 0.58 76.2 75.0 
person offenses; age 
over 31 0.81 84.6 92.3 
APPENDIX F 
SCOTT'S PI TESTS AND PERCENT AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE RECOMMENDATION AND THE 
SENTENCE FOR DISCRETE GROUPS 
OF DC CASES FOR WHICH THE 
SAME SINGLE VARIABLE WAS 
CONTROLLED 
PERCENT RE-
COMMENDED FOR 
CONTROLLING VARIABLE PI INCARCERATION 
AND THEN IN-
CARCERATED 
0-1 prior arrests 0.76 73.3 
2-5 Erior arrests 0.72 67.6 
more than 5 prior 
arrests 0.67 71.4 
no prior incarcerations' 0.76 72.2 
1 prior incarceration 0.68 62.5 
2-5 prior incarcerations 0.71 71.4 
Qroperty offenses 0.74 66.7 
drug offenses 0.70 61.1 
person offenses 0.73 76.1 
sex offenses 0.77 71.4· 
age 16-20 0.78 68.4 
age 21-24 0.69 66.7 
age 25-31 0.73 72.4 
age over 31 0,72 71.9 
judge 1 0.66 52.9 
judge 2 0.78 73.7 
judqe 3 0.68 59.1 
judqe 4 0.74 77.4 
other judges 0.92 100.0 
Caucasian 0.72 66.2 
Negro 0.78 75.9 
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PERCENT 
RECOMMENDED 
FOR PROBA-
TION, THEN 
PROBATED 
95.2 
91.7 
86.2 
95.5 
90.9 
89.1 
95.1 
93.8 
87.7 
95.5 
98.0 
89.1 
90.2 
91.2 
96.0 
95.3 
93.5 
87.7 
93.8 
92.9 
95.0 
